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ABSTRACT 

A study explored the complexities of audience 
adaptation by examining the relationships between writer/audience 
proximity, register, and overall quality in essays written for 
assigned audiences. Subjects, 100 college freshmen, each wrote one 
essay in response to two audience-specified tasks in which subjects 
were to write persuasive letters to readers with whom they had been 
acquainted — one to a prospective employer, the other to the editor of 
a student newspaper. Findings showed that writers who responded to 
tasks specifying a singular audienoft constructed versions of that 
audience that varied according to their perceptions of psychological 
proximity. Results also indicated that audience adaption may not be 
as categorical as previous research on audience specification 
presumed. Instead o£ either adapting or not adapting to an audience, 
subjects seemed to adapt to the audiences in degrees. In addition, 
the degree of adaption appeared to be systematically affected by the 
social context suggested in and surrounding writing tasks and by the 
social knowledge that writers bring to tasks. Specifically, results 
of multiple regression analyses indicated (1) that students 
internalize different psychological versions of singular assigned 
audiences, (2) that registers vary consistently with the 
psychological proximity assumed by individual writers, and (3) that 
choice of register and proximity affects quality ratings. (Nine pages 
of references are incliided. The specified audience assignment 
involving a letter to a prospective employer is appended, as is an 
audience intimacy index for this task.) (JD) 
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Abstract 

This study explored the complexities of audience adaptation ' 
by examining the relationships between writer-audience 
proximity, register, and overall quality in 100 
audience-assigned essays written by 50 first-year college 
students. A primary trait scale was developed to measure a 
range of proximities between writers and assigned audiences. 
Register variations, along a speaking-writing continuum, 
were measured semantically by the semantic abbreviation rate 
and syntactically by modification in dominant nominals. 
Quality was measured by holistic scores. The results of 
multiple regression analyses show that a) student writers 
internalize different psychological versions of singular 
assigned audiences; b) registers vary consistently with 
psychological proximities assumed by writers; and c) choice 
of register and proximity affects quality ratings. These 
findings suggest that audience adaptation is not 
categorical, that the presence of audience in tasks prompts 
multiple but systematic effects that teachers, task 
designers, and raters should consider. 
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Relationships between Writer-Audience Proximity, Register, 
and Quality in the Essays of First-Year College students 
Rhetoricians have long agreed that a writ-'jr's sense of 
and ability to adapt to an audience should govern 
organizational patterns, syntax, diction, and information 
loads. Accordingly, composition theorists and teacheis 
(Braddock, Lloyd Jones, & Schoer, 1963; Cooper, 1975; Myers, 
1980; Odell, 1981) recommend that school-sponsored writing 
tasks specify audience and purpose. Unfortunately, however, 
the experimental research designed to pinpoint the effects 
of audience specification in writing tasks on holistic 
quality and linguistic features has failed to reach a 
consensus. While studies of social cognition, of writing 
development, and of high/low abi}.ity writers (cited below) 
show that the ability to control audience is an integral 
part of the writing process, studies that have examined 
interactions between audience types, syntax, semantics, and 
holistic scores (cited below) have reported equivocal, 
indefinite, or, at times, contradictory results. This lack 
of agreement is problematic in itself, but it also leads to 
questioning the accuracy of rhetorical theory and severely 
limits our understandings of the manner in which students 
respond to tasks that specify audiences. 

Review of Related Research 
Several studies have shown that audience awareness 
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appears to exert a significant effect on writers as they 
write or as they learn to write. Rubin (1984) and Rubin,' 
Piche, Michlin, and Johnson (1984) report that audience 
sensitivity, as measured by tests of social cognitive 
ability, predicts the quality of children's narrative 
discourse. Bereiter and Scardaraalia (1982) agree with Kroll 
(1978) that children become aware of audience in speech 
before they do in writing, so they can be taught strategies 
to increase audience awareness. Collins and Williamson 
(1984), Flower (1979), Flower and Hayes (1980), Perl (1979), 
Rafoth (1986), Shaughnessy (1977), and Sommers (1980) all 
atttibute unskilled writers' performances to their lack of 
audience awareness. Clearly, these studies substantially 
agree with rhetorical theory. Unfortunately, other studies 
designed to examine and discover the specific textual 
effects that audience exerts on syntax, semantics, and 
writing quality have not agreed quite as consistently. 

Following the 20-year tradition of Hunt's (1965) 
research on sentence-combining, four studies predicted that 
syntactic complexity would vary with different assigned 
audiences. The results of three of them (Crowhurst & Piche, 
1979; Rubin & PichI, 1979; Smith & Swan, 1978) suggest that 
syntax varies consistently with different audiences 
assigned to students in tenth grade and above. However, the 
fourth study, McAndrew (1981), reported no significant- 
t-unit differences between essays written by college 
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freshmen to audience-specified and audience-unspecified 
tasks, a result that equivocates the previous findings. 

Drawing on Vygotsky's (1934/1962) characterization of 
semanti c abbreviation , the condensation of meaning in pure 
thought, Collins and Williamson (1981; 1984) studied the 
semantic structure of discourse written in response to 
different audiences and found that the rate of semantic 
abbreviation "varies with assigned purpose and audience" 
(1984, p. 292). However, no study has replicated this 
finding, nor has any single study examined the effects of 
audience on both syntactic and semantic variables, so these 
results remain indefinite. 

Based on the theoretical claim that full rhetorical 
specification in tasks will lead to better writing, four 
studies (Brossell, 1983; Leu, Keech, Murphy, & Kinzer, 1982; 
McAndrew, 1981; Woodworth & Keech, 1980) predicted that 
essays written in response to rhetorically-explicit tasks 
would be rated higher in quality than essays written to 
rhetorically-inexplicit tasks. None of them <:onfirmed their 
hypotheses. Strikingly, Brossell reported that essays 
written to a rhetorically-explicit task received a lower 
mean holistic score than essays written to less explicit 
tasks, a finding that contradicts what rhetorical theory 
predicts. 

Why does there seem to be such a conflict between what 
has been commonly accepted and pracLAced for over 2000 years 
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and what the research has been able to substantiate? 
Clearly, the studies relating audience effects to writers 
indicate that rhetorical theory does not overestimate the 
power of audience, but experimental research has not been 
able to agree on or to even specify those effects in any 
consistent mannner. Perhaps, then, the problem that needs 
to be addressed is the lack of consistency in the 
experimental research. Related studies on audience 
adaptation, on the social contexts of writing, and on 
speaking-writing relationships suggest that audience has not 
been examined as the complex variable that it is, that two 
factors may have contributed to this unfortunate lack of 
consistency: one, the previous research did not use 
variables that are sensitive enough to detect consistent 
audience effects, and two, that research viewed audience 
from a perspective that is too narrow to account for the 
complexities of the concept. 

Brossell (1986) recognizes that test-takers do not 
necessarily interpret similar test stimuli uniformly, but 
the research on audience specification assumes that 
specifying a singular audience will result in one, 
monolithic interpretation of that audience by all writers. 
That perspective oversimplifies the manner in which it can 
be said that writers adapt to audience, while composition 
theorists have come to agree that audience adaptation refers 
to the relationships established between writers and readers 
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(Brittonr BurgesSr Martinr McLeodr & Roserir 1975; Rafothr 
198S) r the cognitive processing research suggests that 
writers construct bheir audiences by beginning with rough 
approximations and revising those approximations as the 
writing is processed ^ making audience into a menbal 
const ructr the form of which depends upon the writer's 
perception of the reader (Berkenkotter r 1983; Seltzer^ 1983; 
Flower & Hayesr 1980r 1981r 1984) ^ Additionally^ Bruffee 
(1984) r Cooper (1986), and O'Keefe (1981) recognize that 
writing is a social act. As Halliday (1978) notes, 
register , language as it varies under different social 
conditions, can be predicted by the context of situation, 
who is speaking to whom in particular social contexts. Thus, 
constructing an audience may be partially dependent upon the 
writer's interpretation of the role relationships that are 
suggested in an audience-specified task. Given the varied 
social knowledge and experiences that different students 
bring to tasks, it would be reasonable to assume that 
students will construct a variety of psychological versions 
of a singular specified audience, registers varying as their 
Interpretations of role relationships vary. 

The previous research has not recognized that writers' 
varied interpretations of role relationships may have 
prompted a full range of linguistic and quality variations, 
register variations that may have gone largely undetected. 
Further, it may be possible to account for these variations 
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consistently by appealing to a communication theory that 
views speaking and writing as poles on a continuum of 
language (represented as the "oral-literate continuum" in 
Tannen ^ 1982) • 

Beginning with Vygotsky's (1934/1962) claim that 
dialogue and monologue are part of that continuum^ some 
theorists (Halliday, 1978; Moffett, 1968; Olson, 1981; Ong, 
1977) suggest that some differences between speaking and 
writing are a matter of degree, not opposition, and other 
theorists (Hymes, 1964; Jacobson, I960; Joos, 1961) suggest 
that variations in structure, form and function may rely on 
channel differences, language as it varies with physical, 
temporal and psychological proximity between encoders and 
decoders, irrespective of the medium employed. These 
theoretical perspectives offer an interesting reference 
point for examining audience adaptation because they may 
account for consistent language and quality variations that 
are prompted by varying perceptions of the psychological 
relationships between writers and readers. 

It may be the case that writers who assume intimate 
relationships with readers adopt the register of a 
psychological speaking stance, their prose resembling the 
structure and form of dialogue, the language of intimacy. 
Further, writers who assume distant relationships with their 
readers may adopt the register of a psychological writing 
stance, their prose resembling the structure and form of 
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monologue, the language of distance. Experimental research 
on linguistic variations in discourse directed to various 
audiences suggests that the rate of semantic abbreviation 
(Collins & Williamson, 1984) and the length, density, and 
directionality of modif icat ioii in Dominant Nominals (Mellon, 
1985) may be indicators that are sensitive to these 
variations in register. Related research on relationships 
between quality and speech features in writing (Hartwell, 
1980; Collins & Williamson, 1981; Flower, 19 7f; Lunsford, 
1979; Freedman, 1984) suggests that the perceived quality of 
texts may decrease as the frequency of speech features 
increases. 

In light of these added dimensions of audience 
adaptation, the lack of consistency in the previous research 
seems clear. Subjects may not have been responding as 
uniformly to specified audiences as the researchers assumed, 
and linguistic and quality variations may have been 
obscured. The previous research has neither recognized 
linguistic and quality variations as part of a principled 
theory, nor has it attempted to measure interrelationships 
between psychological proximity, linguistic features, and 
quality as they may relate to audience adaptation. 

This study was designed to add an unexplored dimension 
to the research by measuring psychological proximity assumed 
by writers, discovering and measuring syntactic and semantic 
features that distinguish between two poles of proximity. 
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and tying both to quality ratings in the audience-specified 
essays of first-year college students. 

Methods 

Design 

The study assumed an exploratory, descriptive stance, 
guided by a general research question: Do linguistic 
features and writing quality vary consistently with audience 
proximity? Further, thia question was refined into three 
study questions that specified the variables under 
investigation: 

1. How do syntactic and semantic features that are 
sensitive to a speaking-writing stance continuum vary with 
•degree of audience intimacy? 

2. How do syntactic and semantic features that are 
sensitive to a speaking-writing stance continuum vary with 
holistic scores? 

3. How does degree of audience intimacy vary with 
holistic scores? 

The data were entered into multiple regression analyses 
to seek significant intercorrelat ions between the variables. 

Subjects and Data Set 

The subjects were 100 randomly-selected students 
enrolled in ENG 102, Freshman Comp II, at a private, 4-year 
college in Florida. The SAT-verbal and Test of Standard 
Written English scores of the sample compared favorably with 
national means, indicating that the sample seemed to be 
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representative of typical first-year college students. 

Each subject wrote one essay in response to two 
audience-specified tasks. The resulting 200 essays were 
scored holist ically . Then the researcher selected the 100 
essays written by a random half of the sample, the random 
Sroug, analyzed these essays for the linguistic variables 
described below, and rated them on an Audience Intima cy 
Index, a primary trait scale devised for this study intended 
to ascertain the psychological proximity that the subjects 
assumed with their readers. An independent rater's analysis 
of 10% of the random group essays (Bridwell, 1980) confirmed 
the researcher's consistency with Spearman-Brown 
correlations ranging from .90 to .99. 

Because the study was not designed to seek comparative 
data, the variables were summed by subject, resulting in 50 
data points that were entered into the analyses. 

Tasks 

The two tasks were taken by permission from two 
previous studies (McAndrew, 1981; Report, 1984) and were 
reworded to control for equivalent audience descriptions. 
The tasks invited the subjects to write persuasive letters 
to readers with whom they had been acquainted. Task A to a 
prospective employer. Task B to the editor of a student 
newspaper. The letter format and persuasive aim were 
selected in an effort to encourage the students to confront 
their audiences directly (Kinneavy, 1971,. The audiences 
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were described in detail to allow for a variety of role 
relationships to which the subjects could adapt. Appendix A 
displays a copy of Task A. 

Procedures 

The sample was preselected from all students enrolled 
in ENG 102 who, as part of their course workf participated 
in the writing sessions as part of their preparation for the 
Essay Subtest of the State of Florida's College Level 
Academic Skills Test. This procedure helped to alleviate 
the effects of experimental bias and provided a large number 
of training and anchor papers that were written by students 
who were not part of the sample. The instructors assigned 
to the ENG 102 sections met with the researcher three times 
to review the data collection procedure. 

Following the recommendations of Sanders and 
Littlefield (1975) ^ the subjects, were allowed time for 
invention^ writing and revision in both writing sessions. 
For the first writing session. Task A was distributed to 
even-numbered sect ions , Task B to odd-numbered sect ions / at 
the end of the first class of the week. The students wrote 
during ♦'.he second class and revised for 15 minutes of the 
third class. The second writing session followed the same 
procedure except that the task distribution was rotated in 
order to alleviate task, session, or task-by-session effects 
on holistic scores. The essays were collected and prepared 
for scoring and analysis in the manner customary of 
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large-scale writing assessments (Davisr Scriven^ & Thoraasr 
1981; Myers, 1980). 

Variables 
Audience Intimacy Index (All) 

Studies on audience adaptation by Bracewell, 
Scardamalia, and Bereiter (1978) and Kroll (1984) suggest 
that the number and type of appeals and context-creating 
statements (intended to orient the reader to the subject 
matter) , and that certain textual features (such as 
audience-directed statements) tend to reveal the extent to 
which writers become sensitive to their readers' needs for 
information. These two studies provided the basis for 
devising an instrument r the Audience Intimacy Index (All) r 
intended to assess varying psychological proximities that 
the subjects assumed of their readers. Because the All had 
to measure the interpersonal component of the essays ^ the 
researcher followed Lloyd-Jones' (1977) procedure for 
developing primary trait scales. The tasks and the essays 
of the ENG 102 students who were not included in the sample 
were analyzed in detail for the content of context-creating 
statementSr appeals and textual features. 

These analyses indicated that varying proximities could 
be represented by two scales that comprised the All: a 
Descriptive Rubric and an Analytic Rubric. The Descriptive 
Rubric assigned points according to the degree of 
familiarity (ranging from unknown to personal relationships) 
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and to the degree of shared knowledge (ranging from no 
shared experiences to significant^ personal experiences) 
expressed in the context-creating statements. The Analytic 
Rubric assigned points according to the kind of rapport 
suggested by variations in four textual features: 
salutation, format, closing, and audience-directed 
statements. The All was computed by doubling the 
Descriptive Rubric score and adding the points for the 
Analytic Rubric score, resulting in a scale sensitive enough 
to detect degree of proximity from a distant 2 to an 
intimate 16. Appendices B and C display the Alls for Task A 
and Task B. 
Essay Length 

The length of each essay was determined by a word 
count, following Mellon (1969). 
Semantic Abbreviation Rate (SAR). 

Following Collins and Williamson (1984), the SAR was 
determined by counting the number of personal and 
demonstrative exophoric statements and formulary 
expressions, then by calculating the percentage of frequency 
per total words in each essay. Because speech is more 
compact than writing, a high SAR was determined to 
characterize a speaking stance. 
Dominant Nominals (DN) 

Myers (1985) and Hillocks (1986) note that all of the 
studies of syntax in composition since 1965 attempted to 
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measure modification in noun phrases in some way^ usually as 
an indicator of maturity or complexity. The researcher 
adopted Mellon's (1985) method of counting the number of 
words in dominant nominals (headed and nonheaded) as a tie 
to what Mellon terms "conceptual fluency r" and as a means of 
pinpointing modification solely in noun phrases. Mellon 
defined a DN as a nominal structure "that is not a 
constituent of any other nominal" (p. 1), DNs consist of 
"phrases headed by a noun modified by one or more 
restrictive raodifierSr or of nonheaded clauses or phrases 
formed in the nominalizat ion of sentential propositions" (p. 
3). The lengthr densityr and directionality of modification 
in DNs should distinguish speech from writing, a speaking 
stance register from a writing stance register. 

More specif icallyr according to Brown and Yule (1983) , 
speech seems to be character ized . by fewer passive and cleft 
structures than writing; modification, particularly 
prenominalr is less dense in speech than in writing. Thus, 
this study worked under the assumption that a low number of 
passives and clefts coupled with less dense modification, 
including a lower number and percentage of prenominal 
modifiers than postnominal modifiers, would characterize a 
speaking stance. The opposite would characterize a writing 
stance. 

The number and percentage of passive and cleft 
structures per total words, the total number of modifiers in 

o 16 

ERIC 



16 

DNs, and the number and percentage of prenoniinal modifiers 
per DN were counted in each essay, in this study, length of 
modification was distinguished from depth of modification by 
calculating length (structure ratios) and density 
(percentage ratios) variables separately, as follows: 
Length 

1. Prenominal modifiers per headed dominant nominal 
(PREN/HDN) ; 

2. Postnominal modifiers per headed dominant nominal 
(POST/HDN) ; 

3. Total modifiers per headed dominant nominal 
(MOD/HDN) ; 

4. Words per nonheaded dominant nominal (WDS/NDN) ; 

5. Total modifiers per dominant nominal (MOD/DN) . 
Density 

1. Percentage of prenominal modifiers per headed 
dominant nominal (%PREN) ; 

2. Percentage of modifiers per headed dominant nominal 
(%MOD) ; 

3. Percentage of passives and clefts per total words 
(%PASS and %CLEFT) ; 

4. Semantic Abbreviation Rate (SAR) . 
Writing Quality 

The essays were scored holistically in separate 
sessions for each task, the researcher acting as the session 
leader for both sessions. Following McAndrew (1983) , the 
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researcher did not impose his judgement upon the readers. 
Instead r the tasks and preselected anchor sets were 
distributed to the readers who then discussed the tasks and 
sketched a rubric by ccxaparing and categorizing anchor 
papers. The readers used a four-point scale^ a score of 4 
representing high quality and a score of 1 representing low 
quality. The summed scores of two readers for each essay 
were entered into the analyses. Split scores were resolved 
by accepting the score farthest from the session mean 
(McAndreWr 1983). 

Several controls such as offering regu^<^r rest periods, 
recalibrating after rest periods, distributing reading sets 
randomly, and randomly rearranging essays within essay sets 
as they were redistributed, led to an interrater reliability 
of .90 (Spearman-Brown) for each session. 

Data Analysis 

The holistic scores of the 200 essays written by the 
sample were subjected to an analysis of variance which 
showed that there were no task, session, group, or 
task-by-session-by-group effects on holistic scores between 
the sample essays and the essays written by the random 
group. Data collected from the random group essays were 
then summed by subject, resulting in 50 data points for each 
variable. The primary tests for the study were multiple 
regression analyses used to examine the relationships between 
holistic scores. All scores, and the linguistic variables. 
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that SAR should correlate positively with All scores and 
negatively with quality (QUAL) . The research also implies 
that length and density variables should correlate 
negatively with All scores and positively with quality. 
Except for a slight positive correlation between %CLEFT and 
All scores, each of these variables correlated as expected. 

However, implications drawn from Brown and Yule (1983) 
suggest that prenominal modification should be denser in 
writing than in speech, so the prenominal variables should 
correlate negatively with All scores and positively with 
quality, and that the postnominal variable should correlate 
positively with All scores and negatively with quality. The 
correlational results show that PREN/HDN, %PREN, and 
POST/HDN, the directionality measures, performed exactly 
opposite of what Brown sad Yule's analyses of speech and 
writing would predict. 

Analyses 

The study was designed primarily to discover the extent 
to which the degree of audience proximity assumed by the 50 
subjects in the random group affected the quality ratings 
and linguistic features that are sensitive to points along a 
speaking-writing stance continuum. The three study 
questions suggested that multiple regression analyses be 
performed to discover significant intercorrelat ions, first, 
between All scores and the linguistic variables; second, 
between holistic scores and the linguistic variables; and 
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third, between holistic scores and All scores. Separate 
regressions were performed on length and density variables 
to distinguish structure effects from depth of modification 
effects. 

All Scores and the Linguistic Variables 

One multiple regression performed to test the effect of 
the density variables on All scores revealed that SAR 
explained 16% and %MOD an additional 10% of the variance in 
All scores, F(2,47) , = 8.2633S, £ = .0008. These results 
support Collins and Williamson's (1984) finding that SAR 
varies with different audiences, and show that, as 
anticipated, density of modification does indeed vary 
inversely with proximity. 

However, a second multiple regression performed to test 
the effect of the length variables on All scores revealed 
that only one, PREN/HDN, was strong enough to explain only 
12% of the variance in All scores, F(l, 48) = 6.69809, £ = 
.0127. Not only were the effects of proximity on the length 
variables weak, but the positive correlation between 
PREN/HDN and All appears to contradict the implication drawn 
from Brown and Yule that prenominal modification decreases 
as proximity becomes more intimate. 

These results indicate that as the proximity between 
writer and reader becomes more intimate, prose becomes more 
speech-like semant ically , but syntactic structures do not 
appear to vary in the consistent manner suggested by the 
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research on speaking-writing relationships. 
Holistic Scores and the Linguistic Variables 

Two multiple regression analyses were performed to test 
the effect of the length and density variables on holistic 
scores. The first analysis revealed that two length 
variables r WDS/NDN and PREN/HDN^ each explained 17% of the 
variance in holistic scores, F = 12.05866, £ = .0001. The 
second revealed that four density variables explained 59% of 
the variance in holistic scores: SAR, 42%; %PASS, 8%; %MOD, 
5%; and %PREN, 4% (Fl4, 45] « 16.17205, £ = .0000). 

Because the results of the second test were so strong, 
two analyses for multiple predictors were performed. The 
first included essay length with the density variables and 
revealed that four variables explained 62% of the variance 
in holistic scores: SAR 42%; %PASS, 8%; Length, 6%; and 
%PREN, 6% (FI4 45] = 18.33721, £ = .0000). The second 
analysis for multiple predictors included essay length with 
density and length variables, and revealed that four 
variables once again explained 62% of the variance: SAR, 
42%; %PASS, 8%; PREN/HDN, 6%; and Length, 6% (F[4, 45] = 
18.61860, £ = .0000) . 

First, these results suggest that length has less of an 
effect on holistic scores when entered with semantic 
variables than Nold and Freedman (1977) found when entered 
strictly with syntactic variables. Second, although 
prenominal modification once again did not vary as the 
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research suggested r it can be concluded that semantic 
abbreviation has a stronger effect on holistic scores than 
anticipated, as do passive structures, and ^hat DN 
modification has a weaker effect than anticipated. 
Combined, however, these variables appear to be 
significantly strong predictors of quality in 
audience-specified essays • 
All Scores and Holistic Scores 

The research suggests that quality should vary 
inversely with proximity. The results of a regression for 
one criterion revealed that All scores explained 19% of the 
variance in holistic scores, F(l,48) « 11.60288, £ = .0013, 
not a particularly strong result. But the negative 
correlation between All arid holistic scores (-.44), 
identifies an inverse relationship between the two, so while 
the inference drawn from the research that increasing 
intimacy decreases quality ratings cannot be accepted 
strongly, it can be concluded that the relationship between 
proximity and quality tends to be inverse. 

Discussion 

This study demonstrates that studdnt writers who 
respond to tasks specifying a singular audience will construct 
versions of that audience that vary according to their 
perceptions of psychological proximity. The consistent 
results suggest that audience adaptation may not be as-, 
categorical as the previous research on audience specification 
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presumed. Rather than either adapting to an audience or 
not, writers seem to adapt to audiences in degrees, and the 
degree of adaptation appears to be systematically affected 
by the social contexts suggested in and surrounding writing 
tasks and by the social knowledge that writers bring to the 
tasks. Thus, the previous research may not have reached a 
consensus because it obscured an entire range of linguistic 
and quality variations that are prompted by writers' 
interpretations of the roles of the assigned audience. 
Simply, the subjects may not have "adapted" to assigned 
audiences as cleanly as the previous research implied they 
would; in comparing essays written to tasks specifying 
different audiences, the previous research may have been 
clouded by uncontrolled and unaccounted for variables and 
register variations that were not considered. 

The multiplicity of proximity effects discovered by 
this study begins to clarify the manner in which students 
fashion their prose toward different assigned audiences. 
Teachers and raters need to be aware of these effects, most 
importantly the consistent and surprising strength of 
semantic abbreviation (SA) and prenominal modification as 
predictors of quality and proximity. 

In conversation, one would suppose that the amount of 
semantic abbreviation would vary naturally depending upon 
the relationship, the amount of information and knowledge 
shared, between the participants. The applicability of that 
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supposition to written communication is borne out by the 
positive association (.40) between the semantic abbreviation 
rate (SAR) and the Audience Intimacy Index (All) scores in 
this study; in writing^ SA increases as the relationship 
between writer and reader becomes more intimate. However, 
this study also found a strong negative correlation between 
the SAR and holistic scores (-.65), coupled with the SAR 
explaining 42% of the variance in holistic scores on three 
separate analyses. These rather strong findings suggest 
that, writing in response to school-sponsored 
audience-specified tasks, students may be punished for doing 
what comes naturally in everyday language use: abbreviating 
meaning for an audience with whom they assume that they 
share sets of meanings. In that sense, it soeros that' 
semantic explicitness is required in school-sponsored 
writing, regardless of audience specification. Here there 
is evidence of one more instance in which school-sponsored 
writing differs from real-world writing. One implication 

may be that academic writing practice may not adequ ely 

prepare students for one kind of adjustment that writers 
must make in writing outside the classroom. Another 
implication may be that teachers should teach students to 
write for explicit meanings in order to insure their success 
in large-scale writing assessments. Certainly, there is a 
pedagogical discontinuity here, beyond the scope of this 
study, that begs to be addressed. 
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Perhaps the strongest implication of this study is that 
teachers and task designers for large-scale writing 
assessments must be aware of the effects of suspending or 
otherwise obscuring role relationships in audience-specified 
tasks. Tasks that fail to specify and control for role 
relationships may unintentionally suggest that students are 
Iree to construct audiences of varying proximities and may 
cause unexpected quality variances that result from 
students' interpretations of the audience. The extent to 
which varying audience proximities affect raters' quality 
judgements is a problem to be addressed in further research. 

Theoretically, then, it is reasonable to conclude that 
students adopt relationships of varying proximities with 
assigned audiences. They adjust the semantic features and 
the amount of modification in their texts toward patterns 
that are typical of dialogic spoken or monologic written 
language depending upon their perceptions of the 
psychological proximity of their audiences. However, 
students do not appear to adjust syntactic features in the 
manner suggested by previous research. Following the 
research on speaking-writing relationships, the length and 
density of modification in dominant nominals (DNs) should 
decrease, thus resemble dialogue, as the relationship 
between participants becomes more intimate. That 
supposition is supported by consistent negative correlations 
between length and density variables and All scores in this 
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study. However r the research also suggests that prenorainal 
modification should decrease as the relationship becomes 
more intimate. That supposition was contradicted in this 
study by consistent positive correlations between prenominal 
variables and All scores. 

These unanticipated results suggest two conclusions. 
First r students appear to adopt speaking or writing stances 
semanticallyr but not syntactically , a conclusion that is 
problematic because it takes offense with years of 
descriptive and empirical research. However r no study 
(including this one) has examined the relationships between 
semantic and syntactic features in audience-specified 
essays. So a second conclusion is possible: implications 
drawn from the research for this study may have relied too 
heavily on the distinction between syntax and semanticsr and 
the directionality variables may have tapped 
syntact icosemant ic features rather than features that are 
exclusively syntactic. This second conclusion rests on 
inferences drawn from research on information structure and 
lexical density as they may apply to the apparent 
contradictory results of this study. 

Broadly based in a theory of semantic/syntactic 
relations in sentences known as the Functional Sentence 
Perspective (FSP) , information structure refers to the 
alignment of given and new information in sentences. FSP 
theorists generally agree that given information represents 
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elements of meaning that addressers and addressees seem to 
share, while new information represents elements of meaning 
that the addressor seems to introduce to the addressee 
(Firbas, 1986; Vande Kopple, 1986). Further, they agree 
that given information generally precedes new information in 
English sentences. If Mellon (1985) is correct in assuming 
that DNS are the "outward linguistic realizations of the 
underlying propositions of thought" (p. 2), and underlying 
propositions are fully predicated arguments, then in their 
derivations, as verbal elements submerge, modifiers may 
cluster around the head in such a way as to signal that 
prenominal modifiers are to be considered given and that 
postnominal modifiers are to be considered new. In relation 
to this study, heavy prenominalizat ion may indicate that the 
writer assumes a relatively intimate rapport with a reader, 
while heavy postnominalizat ion may indicate that the writer 
assumes a relatively distant rapport with a reader, the 
postnominalization translating directly into the search for 
greater semantic explicitness in written language. 

These conjectures are supported by the correlational 
results of this study. Prenominal variables and SAR 
correlated positively, the postnominal variable and SAR 
correlated negatively, and the postnominal variable 
correlated negatively with prenominal variables. These 
findings suggest that the directionality measures may have 
tapped semantic as well as syntactic structure by measuring 
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degree of explicitness in the derived arrangement of given 
and new information. They may also indicate that 
syntactic/semantic relationships along a continuum of 
speaking and writing may be much more subtle than the 
previous research suggests. 

Further evidence of the semantic nature of 
directionality measures lies in recent revisions of 
generative theory. Mellon 's (1985) measures of DNs were 
based on Chomsky's (1965) Standard Theory of grammar which 
suggested that the number of transformations involved in the 
derivation of a sentence contibuted to the complexity of the 
target structure. However, psycholinguist ic studies during 
the late 1960 's (Fodor, Bever, & Garrett, 1974) discredited 
the psychological reality of that claim, which, among other 
factors, led grammarians to revise the theory in favor of 
enriching the semantic component and limiting the power of 
transformations. The most recent revision, 

Government-Binding Theory (Chomsky, 1982), has witnessed the 
demise of most transformational rules. It is generally 
assumed that enriched lexical and phrase-structure 
components syntactically "gather" semant ically-marked 
lexical items around similarly-marked items, much like a 
magnet attracts metals of like forces. 

Cast in light of these revisions, modifiers in DNs have 
not been "moved" into syntactic order by transformational 
rules as much as they have semant ically clustered around 
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noipinals with similar semantic interpretationsr resulting in 
a "thick" nounr so to speak. In that sense, measuring 
modification in DNs may account for lexical density as well 
as syntactic complexity. 

Granted, these conjectures are premature to empirical 
research; they stretch the limits of current knowledge. But 
if the analyses of modification in this study represented 
the manner in which lexical items become more or less 
elaborated in language along a speaking-writing stance 
continuum, then modification in DNs varied as would be 
expected, and the limits of current knowledge may have been 
breached. Because speech is less lexically dense than 
writing, DN modification should decrease as intimacy 
increases. If prenominal modification represents a version 
of semantic abbreviation, then it should increase as 
intimacy increases and decrease as quality increases. 
Generally, density of modification should increase in the 
direction of postnominalizat ion as semantic explicitness 
increases. The correlational results of this study support 
these conjectures, suggesting that the results may be more 
consistent than would initially appear. 

For now, these interpretations must remain descriptive 
and theoretical because this study was not designed to 
examine the relationships between semantic and syntactic 
structures. ' However, this study has enriched our 
understandings of the manner in which students respond to 
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audience-specified tasks; thus^ it met its expectations. 
The consistency of the results suggest that research 
continue in the direction of examining the effects of 
audience proximity on raters and on linguistic features ^ 
particularly now that instruments such as SAR and DN 
measures are available/ significant measures that may tap 
language behavior in ways that were unknown before this 
study. 



31 



Proximity 
31 

References 

Bereiterr C. , & Scardamaliar M. (1982) • From conversation 
to composition: The role of instruction in a 
developmental process. In Glaser (Ed.)r Advances 
in instructional psychology (pp. 1-64). Hillsdale: 
Erlbaum. 

Berkenkotterr C. (1983). Decisions and revisions: 
The planning strategies of a published writer. 
College Composition and Communication y 3A , 
156-169. 

Bracewellr R. r Scardamaliar M. ^ & Bereiter^ C. (1978^ 
March) . The development of audience awareness in 
writing . Paper presented at the annual American 
Educational Research Association meeting^ Toronto r March 
27-31r 1978. (ERIC Reproduction Service No. ED 154 433) 

Braddockr R. r Lloyd-Jones^ R. r S Schoer^ L. (1963). 
Research in written composition . Champa ign^ IL: 
National Council of Teachers of English. 

Bridwellr L. (1980). Revising strategies in twelfth 
grade students* transactional writing. Research in 
the Teaching of Eng lish^ 14 y 197-222. 

Brittonr J.r BurgesSr T. ^ Martin^ N. , & McLeodr A. 
(1975). Development of writing abilities (11-18) . 
London : Macmillan. 



32 



Pro3Cimity 
32 

Brossell, G» (1983). Rhetorical specification in essay 

topics. College English ^ A5 , 165-173. 
Brossell, G. (1986). Current research and unanswered 

questions in writing assessment. In K. Greenberg, 

H. Weiner, & R. Donovan (Eds.), Writing assessment ; 

Issues and strategies (pp. 168-182). New York: Longman. 
Brown, G., & Yule, G. (1983). Discourse analysis . 

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
Bruffee, K. (1984). Collaborative learning and the 

"conversation of mankind." College English , 46 r 635-652. 
Chomsky, N. (1965). Aspects of the theory of syntax . 

Cambridge, MA; MIT Press. 
Chomsky, N. (1982) . Some concepts and consequenc es of 

tjjg -theo ry of government and binding . Carab ridge, 

MA: MIT Press. 
Collins, J., & Williamson, M. (1981). Spoken 

language and semantic abbreviation in writing. 

Research in t he Tea ching of English , 14' 23-35. 
Collins, J., & Williamson, M. (1984). Assigned 

rhetorical context and semantic abbreviation in 

writing. In R. Beach & l. Bridwell (Eds.), New 

directions in composition research (pp. 285-29 6) . 

New York: Guilford. 
Cooper, C. (1975). Measuring growth in writing. 

English Journal , 64, 111-120. 



33 



Proximity' 
33 

Cooper, M. (1986). The ecology of writing. College 

English , 48 , 364-375. 
Crowhurst, M., & Piche, G. (1979). Audience and mode 

of discourse effects on syntactic complexity in 

writing on two grade levels. Research in the 

Teaching of English , 13, 101-109. 
Davis, B., Scriven, M. , & Thomas, S. (1981). The evalua tion 

of composition instruction . Inverness, CA: Edgepress. 
Firbas, J. (1986). On the dynamics of written 

communication in light of the theory of functional 

sentence perspective. In C. Cooper & S. Greenbaum 

(Eds.) , Studying writing; Linguistic approaches 

(pp. 40-71). Beverly Hills, CA: Sage. 
Flower, L. (1979). Writer-based prose: A cognitive basis 

for problems in writing. College English , 41 , 19-37. 
Fijwer, L., & Hayes, J. (1980). The cognition of 

discovery: Defining a rhetorical problem. 

College Compo sition an d Communication , 31 , 21-32. 
Flower, L., & Hayes, J. (1981). A cognitive process 

theory of writing. College Composition and 

Communication , 32 , 365-387. 
Flower, L., & Hayes, J. (1984). Images, plans, and 

prose: The representation of meaning in writing. 
Written Communication, 1, 120-160. 



34 



Proximity 
3^ 

Fodorr 3., Beverr T. , & Garrett r (1974) • The 
^sy^chqlogy of language . New York: McGraw-Hill. 

Freedraanr (1984) • The registers of student and 
professional expository writing: Influences on 
teacher's responses. in R. Beach & L. Bridwell 
(Eds.)r New directions in composition research 
(pp. 334-347). New York: Guilford. 

Hallidayr M.A.K. (1978). Lang uage as social 
semiot ic . London : Arnold. 

Hartwellr P. (1980). Dialect interference in writing: 
A crif;ical view. Research in the Teaching of Eng lish, 
14r 101-118. 

HillockSr G. A. r Jr. (1986). Research on written 

composition . Urbana, IL: ERIC/RCS/NCRE. 
Huntr K. (1965). Grammatical structures written at 

three grade levels . Champaign, IL: National Council 

of Teachers of English. 
Hymes , D . ( 19 64 ) . Lan guage in culture and society . 

New York: Harper & Row* 
Jacobson, R. (1960). Linguistics and politics. In T. 

Sebeok (Ed.)r Style in language . Cambridge: MIT Press. 
Joos, M. (1961). The five clocks . New York: Harcourtr 

Brace & World. 

Kinneavy, j. l. (1971). A theory of discourse . New York: 
Norton. 



35 



Proximity' 
35 

Kroll, B. (1978). Cognitive egocentrism and the 
problem of audience awareness in written 
discourse. Research in the Teachin g of En<^ish. 
12' 269-281. 

Kroll, B. (1984). Audience adaptation in children's 
persuasive letters. Written Communication , l, 
407-427. 

Leu, D., Keech, C. , Murphy, S., & Kinzer, C. (1982). 
Effects of variation in a writing test prompt 
upon holistic score and other factors. In j. Gray 
(Ed . ) , Prope rties of writing tasks; A study of 
alternate procedures for holistic writing 
assessment, a final report (pp. 215-259). Berkeley: 
University of California, College of Education, Bay Area 
Writing Project. (ERIC Reproduction Service No. 
ED 230 576) 

Lloyd-Jones, R. (1977). Primary trait scoring. In 
C. Cooper & L. Odell (Eds.), Evaluating writing 
(pp. 33-66). Urbana, IL: National Council of 
Teachers of English. 

Lunsford, A. (1979). Cognitive development and the basic 
writer. College English , 41 , 39-46. 

McAndrew, D. (1981). The effect of an assigne d rhetor ic-al 
c ontext on the holistic quality ands^ntax of the 
writing of high and low ability writers . (ERIC 
Reproduction Service No. ED 235 481) 

^ 36 



McAndreWr D. (1983). Training reliable holistic 

raters . Unpublished manuscript distributed at the 
Indiana University of Pennsylvania. 

Me 1 Ion r J • (1969). Transf ormational sentence- 
combining . Urbanar IL: National Council of 
Teachers of English. 

Mellon, J- (1984). The role of the elaborated dominant 
nominal in the measurement of conceptual and 
syntactic fluencies in expository writing. In 
D. Daikerr A. Kerek, & M. Morenberg (Eds.)^ 
Sentence combining: A rhetorical perspectiv e 
(pp. 1-16)- Carbondale, IL: Southern Illinois 
University Press. 

Moffettr J. (1968). Teaching the universe of 
discourse . New York: Houghton Mifflin. 

Myers, M. (1980). A procedure for writing assessment 
and holistic scoring . Utbana, IL: National 
Council of Teachers of Enclish. 

Noldr E., & Freedman, S. (1977) . An analysis of 
readers' responses to essays. Research in the 
Teaching of English , 11 , 164-174. 

Odellr L. (1981). Defining and assessing competence in 
writing. In C. Cooper (Ed.), The nature and 
measurement of competence in English (pp. 95-138). 
Urbanar IL: National Council of Teachers of 
English. 



37 



Proximity* 
36 



Proximity 
37 

O'Keefe, B. (1981). Writing, speaking, and the 
production of discourse. In b. Kroll & R. Vann 
(Eds.), Exploring speaking-writing relationships 
(pp. 134-141). Urbana, IL: National Council of 
Teachers of English. 

Olson, D. (1981). Writing: The divorce of the 

author from the text, in B. Kroll & R. vann (Eds.), 
Exploring speaking-writing relationships (pp. 99- 
110). Urbana, IL: National Council of Teachers 
of English. 

Ong, W. (1977). Interfaces of the word . Ithaca: 

Cornell University Press. 
Perl, S. (1979). The composing processes of unskilled 

college writers. Research in the Teaching of 

English , 13, 317-336. 
Rafoth, B. (1986). Audience adaptation in the essays 

of proficient and nonproficient freshman writers. 

Research in the Teaching of Eng lish. 19 , 237-253. 
Report of the pilot feBtv (1984). Te aching writing in 

the English department's education program . 

Indiana, PA: Indiana University of Pennsylvania. 
Rubin, D. (1982). Adapting syntax in writing to 

varying audiences as a function of age and social 

cognitive ability. Journal of Child Langua ge, 9, 

497-510. 



Proximity 
38 

Rubin, D. (1984). Social cognition and written 

communication. Written Communication , 1, 211-246. 

Rubin, D., & Piche, G. (1979). Development in syntactic and 
strategic aspects of audience adaptation skills in 
written persuasive communication. Research in the 
Teaching of English , 13 . 293-316. 

Rubin, D., Piche, G. , Michlin, M. , & Johnson, F. 

(1984). Social cognitive ability as a predictor of 
the quality of fourth-graders' written narratives. 
In R. Beach & L. Bridwell (Eds.), New directions in 
composition research (pp. 297-307). New York: Guilford. 

Sanders, S., & Littlefield, J. (1975). Perhaps test 
essays can reflect significant improvement in 
freshman composition: Report on a successful 
attempt. Research in the Teaching of English , 
9, 14S-1B3. 

Seltzer, J. (1983). The composing processes of an 
engineer. College Composition and Communication , 
34r 178-187. 

Shaughnessy, M. (1977). Errors and expectations: A 
guide for the teacher of basic writing . New York: 
Oxford . 

Smith, W. , & Swan, M.S. (1978). Adjusting syntactic 
structures to varied levels of audience. Journal 
of Experimental Education , 46, 29-34. 



39 



Proximity 
39 

Sommers, K. (1980). Revision strategies of student 
writers and experienced adult writers. College 
Composition and Communication » 31 , 378-388. 

Tannen, D. (1982). The oral/literate continuum in 
discourse. In D. Tannen (Ed.), Spoken and written 
language; Explorj.i »- g orality and literacy (pp. 1-16). 
Norwood, NJ: Ablex. 

Vande Kopple, W. (1986). Given and new information 
and some aspects of the structures, semantics, and 
pragmatics of written texts. In C. Cooper & 
S. Greenbaum (Eds.), Studying Writing; Linguistic 
approaches (pp. 72-111). Beverly Hills, CA; Sage. 

Vygotsky, L. (1962). Thought and language (E. Haufmann 
& G. Vakar, Eds. & Trans.). Cambridge; MIT Press. 
(Original work published 1934) 

Woodworth, P., & Keech, C. (1980). The write occasion . 
Berkeley, CA: University of California. 



40 



Proximity 
40 

Appendix A 
Task A — Em ployer Letter 
You have just heard that the fees for the coming school year 
have been increased, and, after checking your financial 
resources, you find that you'll need a summer job in order 
to come back to college. Any job will do, as long as it 
pays enough, but you'd like to find a job that will help you 
get some experience lo'ard your proposed career goal. 
You have heard of such a job. It will pay enough to cover 
your expenses for the year and will provide you with some 
practical experience that you can use to help you land a 
good job after graduation. Applying for the job requires 
that you write a letter that argues in favor of your 
qualifications and experiences. 

You decide to apply, and you think that you have a better 
than average chance to persuade the employer to hire you 
because you know him. His name is Jim, and you grew up in 
the same town; you went to the same high school. The 
employer was a senior when you were a freshman, so you don't 
know him really well. But you do remember that he was 
always a school leader. He was president of the student 
council when you were a member. You know from having 
listened to him talk that he is very career-oriented? for 
him, to be successful in his career is of utmost importance. 
You also know that he is pleasant; during your summer 
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vacations, he always recognized you by sight and called you 
by your first name. As a matter of fact, he's mentioned in 
passing conversation how proud he is of his career and how 
his career offers great potential for others with the same 
interests. 

You know that you're the best person for the job. Write your 
letter to convince the employer to hire you. If you persuade 
him, you'll have a fine summer job. 
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Audience Intimacy Inde x— Task A ,^ E mployer Letter 
Descriptive Rubric 
Score Description 

1 DISTANT/UNFAMILIAR. Context-creating statements 
build context without reference to past or present 
relationship between reader and writer. Tone is 
formal/ appeal logical. Letter could have been 
written to any employer , unknown to the applicant ^ 
offering a job. 

2 DISTANT/FAMILIAR. Context-creating statements 
either in pasing or by implication (name of home 
town or high school) mention or imply that employer 
is known to applicant. Tone is formal, appeal 
logical with no attempt to appeal to the 
relationship. The letter is written to a specific 
person. 

3 INTIMATE/UNFAMILIAR. Context-creating statements 
informally recognize the employer as a past 
acquaintance with information taken directly or para- 
phrased from the task. Tone is formal/informal mix, 
appeal may flatter employer's leadership roles. The 
letter seems to be written to Jim as a past 
acquaintance who may remember experiences if reminded^ 

4 INTIMATE/FAMILIAR. Context-creating statements 



43 



Proximity 

invent names ^ places, clubs with which both reader 
and writer would be familiar* Tone is informal, 
perhaps personal, with appeals to Jim the good leader 
or to Jim's qualities as a good person. Letter seems 
to be written to a past (or current) acquaintance 
who has shared significant and memorable experiences. 

Analytic Rub ric 

Format 

0 — Formal business letter/memo 

1 — Business letter with incomplete headings 

2 — Informal letter/note 
Salutation 

0 — Dear Employer 

1 — Dear Mr* / Dear Jim (last name used) 

2 — Dear Jim 
Closing 

0 — Sincerely/Thank you 

1 — Sincerely yours/Yours truly 

2 — Fond ly/Your f r iend 
Audi ence-Directed Statements 

0 — none 

1 — phoric "you" refers to formal name 

2 — phoric "you* refers to first name 
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Appendix C 

Audience Intimacy Index — Task By Editor Letter 
Descriptive Rubric 



Score Description 

1 DISTANT/UNFAMILIAR. No evidence of 
context-creating statements used to establish 

a relationship with a specif.:: reader. The writer 
appears to have largely ignored the audience 
specification in the task and has chosen instead to 
fashion the essay toward teacher-as-examiner . 
Without the trappings of a salutation or closing, the 
essay would be a typical theme. 

2 DISTANT/FAMILIAR. Context-creating statements 
establish the essay as a letter to an editor. May 
use the editor's name, but there will be no attempt 
to build on the personal relationships mentioned in 
the task. Letter will be sent to and rea'3 by a 
particular person with a title. May appeal to 
editor's role as judge of contest. 

3 INTIMATE/UNFAMILIAR. Context-creating 
statements establish a relationship suggested by the 
task. Phrases and sentences may be borrowed directly 
and few statements will be inferred from the task. 
Reminiscences are limited to information in the task, 
appeal to editor as judge of the contest. 
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4 INTIMATE/FAMILIAR. Context-creating statements 

build a relationship beyond information given in the 
task. Personal Invented memories knovm to reader and 
writer may be implied or developed in some detail* 
Letter appeals to editor as judge and as acquaintance 
and assumes a low-key , perhaps friend ly, tone. 
Analytic Rubic 
Format 

0 — Formal business letter 

1 — Informal business letter with incomplete headings 

2 — Personal letter/note 
Salutation 

0 — Dear Editor 

1 — Dear Ms. / Dear Cathy (last name used) 

2 — Dear Cathy 
Closing 

0 — Sincerely/Thank you 

1 — Sincerely yours/Yours truly 

2 — Your f ; - d/ In friendship (possible postscript) 
/i ^^d ience-Dr r acted Statement s 

0 — none 

1 — phoric ''you" refers to formal name 

2 — phoric "you" refers to first name 
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Means and Standard Deviations of the Sximmed Linqui8tic Variables. 
Audience Intimacy Index Scores^ and Holistic Scores 



Variable 


Mean 


(sd) 


PREN/HDN 


3.01 


( .60) 


POST/HDN 


9.15 


(2.69) 


MCHD/HDN 


12.17 


(2.52) 


WDS/NDN 


21.20 


(4.17) 


MOD/DN 


15.07 


(2.48) 


%mss 


.005 


( .006) 


96CI1EFT 


o003 


( .004) 


%PREN 


.537 


( .163) 


%MDD 


.589 


( .133) 


SAR 


.099 


( .025) 


All 


15.14 


(6.21) 


QUAL 


9.42 


(2.20) 
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Simple Correlations between all Variables 



All QtRL PREN/ POST/ MOD/ WDS/ MOD/ ?S ?6 

HDN HDN HDN M DN PASS CLEFT PREN 

Q^L -.44 

PREN/HDN ,35 -.42 

POST/toN -.21 .20 -.39 

m/m -.14 .11 -.18 .98 

WS/m -.27 .42 -.02 ,28 .30 

MOD/DN -.08 .23 -.06 .78 .82 .70 

mSS -.12 .39 -.09 --OS -.08 .07 -.08 

9SCLEPT .01 .24 -,22 .22 ,18 -.06 .05 .17 

^REN ,30 -.40 .70 -.88 -.77 -.23 -.58 -.02 -.31 

» -.38 .08 -.25 .58 .67 .12 .32 .03 .14 -.58 

SAR .40 -.65 .23 -.15 -.11 -.39 -.15 -.18 -.15 .30 

o 48 



